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THE  ORIGIN  OF  MAN 
Light  From  Modern  Science 

And  God  created  man  to  his  own  image. 
Gen.  i.  27. 

The  origin  of  man  is  a  qtiestion  of  absorbing  human  interest.  Hundreds 
of  volumes  have  been  written  upon  it  .  .  .  and  the  end  is  not  yet  in 
sight.  It  has  been  the  subject  of  excited  debate  and  of  acrimoniom  con- 
troversy. Much  of  the  eoccitement  has  now  subsided,  and  it  is  possible 
to  discuss  the  subject  in  a  calm,  dispassionate  manner.  This  we  propose 
to  do. 

It  is  of  unique  interest  to  all  educated  people  because  it  stands  at  the 
focal  point  in  the  relations  between  the  Bible  and  science.  Here  the 
twain  meet.  We  propose  to  give  each  a  friendly  hearing,  welcoming  the 
light  which  each  can  throw  upon  the  subject.  It  is  only  by  welcoming 
this  twofold  light  that  the  full,  rounded  picture  can  be  obtained. 

We  know  in  advance  that  there  is  a  unity  to  all  truths  since  they  all 
stem  from  the  mind  of  God.  The  truths  discovered  by  the  scientist 
from  the  vast  book  of  nature  and  those  revealed  in  the  Bible  can  no  more 
contradict  one  another  than  God  can  contradict  Himself.  What  is  of 
enormous  importance,  and  what  has  been  too  frequently  neglected  in 
the  past,  is  to  ascertain  precisely  what  truths  science  has  discovered  and 
what  truths  the  Bible  does  disclose.  When  this  is  accomplished,  the 
problem  of  harmonizing  the  two  solves  itself. 

One  of  the  most  important  discoveries  formulated  by  sci- 
ence in  the  last  hundred  and  fifty  years  is  the  principle  of 
organic  evolution.  It  has  profoundly  influenced  speculation 
and  research  in  biology,  comparative  anatomy,  embryology, 
anthropology,  genetics,  and  paleontology.  It  has  had  far- 
reaching  repercussions  in  the  fields  of  philosophy  and  of  re- 
ligion. It  is  because  of  its  bearing  upon  conceptions  in  these 
latter  domains  that  we  discuss  it  here. 


The  writer  is  indebted  to  his  old  friend.  Right  Rev.  Monsignor  John  M.  Cooper, 
D.D.  of  the  Catholic  University  of  America  and  former  president  of  the  American 
Anthropological  Association  for  his  kindness  in  reading  the  MS.  and  for  helpful 
revisions.  Monsignor  Cooper  rendered  a  similar  service  twenty  years  ago  when  the 
writer  brought  out  his  book,  Evolution  and  Religion.  '*May  this  new  pamphlet  fare 
fax  and  wide,"  he  writes,  "and  do  much  good." — Author's  Note. 
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Genealogical  tree  indicating  the  ancestry  of  living  and  extinct  races  ot 
mankind.  On  the  left  are  given  estimated  depths  of  the  more  recent  geo- 
logical deposits  and  of  the  time  occupied  by  their  accumulation. — Repro- 
duced with  permission  from  The  Antiquity  of  Man,  by  Sir  Axthur  Keith, 
Williams  and  Norgate,  Ltd.,  London 
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Our  purix)se  is  neither  to  prove  nor  to  disprove  the  theory 
of  evolution.  Neither  do  we  intend  to  go  into  an  exhaustive 
presentation  of  the  scientific  data  upon  which  the  generaliza- 
tion is  based,  but  rather  to  review  those  findings  briefly  and 
then  to  analyze  and  interpret  their  bearing  upon  theistic 
philosophy  and  religious  thought  and  belief.  Because  we  are 
writing  from  the  viewpoint  of  a  philosopher  and  not  of  a 
scientist,  we  shall  refrain  from  entering  into  the  arena  of  the 
latter  to  dispute  with  him  the  accuracy  of  the  alleged  find- 
ings— a  function  for  which  no  philosopher  as  such  is  trained 
or  qualified.  This  is  the  function  of  other  scientists — to  check 
and  verify  to  the  hilt  the  evidence  reported  by  their  colleagues. 

This  we  cheerfully  leave  to  them,  confident  that  it  will 
be  done  with  painstaking  precision  and  thoroughness.  Those 
who  are  accustomed  to  find  in  the  treatment  of  evolution 
by  a  philosopher  or  theologian  biting  criticism,  frequent 
minimizing  of  the  evidence  as  well  as  occasional  bursts  of 
spleen  and  ridicule,  will  find  none  in  this  discussion.  We  seek 
light,  not  heat;  truth,  not  a  dialectical  victory.  Confining 
ourselves  to  the  role  of  a  philosopher,  we  propose  to  analyze 
and  interpret  in  a  calm,  dispassionate  manner,  the  implications 
of  this  great  scientific  finding  upon  the  origin  and  develop- 
ment of  life,  the  creation  of  man,  the  interpretation  of  the 
story  of  creation  as  narrated  in  the  Book  of  Genesis,  and  the 
larger  problem  of  the  methods  employed  in  the  divine  ad- 
ministration of  the  universe. 

Writing  as  a  philosopher,  we  are  not  called  upon  to  de- 
cide whether  or  not  evolution  has  been  definitively  estab- 
lished as  a  scientific  fact.  We  express  no  judgment  on  that 
point.  If  it  be  granted,  however,  simply  for  the  sake 
of  the  discussion,  that  the  data  establish  evolution  as  a 
scientific  generalization,  tentative  and  subject  like  all  the 
laws  of  science  to  modification  upon  the  discovery  of 
new  evidence,  we  ask:  Does  evolution  conflict  with  the 
Bible,  with  belief  in  a  divine  Creator  of  the  universe  and  of 
all  forms  of  life  therein,  with  the  spiritual  nature  of  man, 
the  freedom  of  the  will,  and  the  immortality  of  the  human 
soul?  Does  it  lessen  in  any  way  the  need  of  a  directive 
Intelligence  behind  the  universe  and  all  its  vast  network  of 
natural  law?  Does  evolution  alter  man's  essential  origin  or  his 
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destiny?  These  are  the  questions  which  evolution  has  raised 
for  more  than  a  century  in  the  minds  of  thinking  people 
throughout  the  world.  ^ 

When  the  findings  of  the  evolutionary  sciences  were  first 
being  unfolded  to  an  awed  and  bewildered  world,  these 
questions  aroused  violent  and  bitter  controversy  which  con- 
tinued for  several  generations.  Fortunately,  the  strong  feel- 
ings and  the  excitement  have  abated,  permitting  the  public 
to  get  a  better  view  of  the  real  issue  and  to  rule  out  the  many 
misunderstandings  and  misapprehensions  which  obscured  the 
vision  and  prejudiced  many  good  people  against  the  evo- 
lutionary theory. 

The  Meaning  of  Evolution 

The  fundamental  meaning  of  evolution  is  that  there  has 
been  a  development  from  simple  rudimentary  organic  life 
to  higher  and  more  complex  forms.  Functions  which  were 
originally  performed  by  a  single  protoplasmic  cell  are  now 
discharged  by  separate  organs,  highly  specialized  for  that 
specific  task.  Thus  an  amoeba,  a  unicellular  o-rganism  that 
floats  about  in  a  drop  of  water,  so  infinitesimally  small  as  to 
be  invisible  to  the  naked  eye,  manages  with  its  one  cell  to 
assimilate  food  and  to  propagate  its  kind,  though  it  is  com- 
pletely lacking  in  the  special  organs  which  are  usually  asso- 
ciated with  such  functions.  Evolution  represents  a  progressive 
march  upwards  from  simple,  rudimentary,  homogeneous  organ- 
isms to  higher,  complex,  heterogeneous  organisms  with  spe- 
cialized organs  for  different  functions.  That,  in  brief  outline, 
is  the  general  picture  of  evolution. 

Darwinism,  which  in  the  mind  of  the  layman  is  generally 
synonymous  with  evolution,  is  used  by  the  scientist  to  de- 
scribe the  particular  causal  agency  advanced  by  Darwin  to 
explain  evolution,  namely,  Natural  Selection.  While  the  major- 
ity of  scientists  today  no  longer  admit  the  sufficiency  of  nat- 
ural selection  alone  to  explain  evolution,  and  may  be  said 
therefore  to  have  discarded  Darwinism,  there  is  probably  no 
scientist  of  repute  in  the  world  today  who  does  not  admit  the 

1  For  an  exhaustive  treatment  of  this  subject,  see  the  author's  book.  Evolution 
and  Religion,  distributed  by  Our  Sunday  Visitor  Press,  Huntington,  Ind.,  pp.  247-xii, 
1932.  $2.50. 
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fact  of  evolution  in  the  sense  of  a  progressive  development  to 
Mgher  and  more  complex  forms  of  life. 

Evolution  cannot  be  demonstrated  in  the  same  manner  as 
a  principle  of  mathematics  or  a  theorem  of  geometry.  It  is 
arrived  at  inferentially  as  a  result  of  the  observation  of  a 
great  number  of  facts  scattered  over  many  fields.  It  gives 
unity  and  significance  to  data  in  such  widely  different  fields 
as  paleontology,  embryology,  comparative  anatomy  and  biol- 
ogy, which  otherwise  would  be  incoherent  and  meaningless. 
As  giost  of  the  evidence  relates  to  chang^es  in  the  remote  past, 
it  must  by  its  very  nature  be  indirect  and  largely  circum- 
st!antial,  since  no  living  eye-witness  was  present  to  note  the 
happenings,  .and  no  documents  were  then  written  in  human 
lajiguage.  Corroborative  evid'ence  is  gleaned  trom  changes 
wmchare  occurring  in  living  species  within  our  own  day,  but 
most  of  the  data  must  be  dug  from  the  strata  of  the  rocks  in 
the  form  of  the  fossil  remains  of  plants  and  animals. 

Evidence  from  Paleontology 

Paleontology,  which  probably  offers  the  strongest  evidence 
for  evolution,  has  clearly  established  the  existence  of  a  gradual 
progression  from  simple  rudimentary  organisms  to  higher  and 
more  complex  forms  as  one  advances  from  lower  to  higher 
strata  of  rock.  The  evidence  indicates  that  higher  structures 
of  animal  life,  such  for  example  as  the  vertebrates — animals 
having  a  backbone^ — did  not  exist  during  the  early  stages  of 
animal  life,  but  made  their  appearance  only  at  a  comparatively 
recent  date. 

Old  estimates  as  to  the  age  of  the  earth  and  of  life  upon 
it  must  be  revised  radically  in  the  light  of  recent  scientific 
evidence.  According  to  the  most  recent  computations  based 
on  the  rate  of  radium  emanation,  a  period  of  approximately 
2,000,000,000  years  has  elapsed  since  the  earth  attained  its 
present  diameter.  Estimates  concerning  the  length  of  time 
that  has  elapsed  since  life  first  appeared  upon  the  globe  range 
from  100,000,000  years  upwards  to  approximately  twelve  times 
that  figure.  These  are,  of  course,  only  estimates,  but  they  rep- 
resent the  general  drift  of  scientific  thought  on  the  subject  and 
the  writer  sees  no  reason  for  seeking  to  minimize  them. 
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The  age  of  the  earth  and  of  life  upon  it,  no  matter  what 
antiquity  be  imputed  to  both,  does  not  disturb  any  principle 
of  the  Christian  faith  or  of  the  Biblical  revelation  when  the 
latter  is  properly  understood.  This  reference  to  the  age  of 
the  earth  and  of  life  upon  it  is  made  to  show  that  geology 
offers  abundant  time  for  the  slow,  gradual  transition  to  con- 
stantly increasing  higher  forms  of  which  the  paleontologist 
finds  a  fossil  record,  and  for  each  step  of  which  he  postu- 
lates vast  periods  of  geological  time. 

Evidence  from  Comparative  Anatomy 

Comparative  anatomy  reveals  that  in  the  animal  kingdoai 
there  are  several  distinct  main*  types  of  architecture,  each  'of 
which  characterizes  one  of  the  main  divisions  of  the  kingdom. 
''Within  each  of  these  great  assemblages  of  animals  character- 
ized by  a  common  plan  of  organization,''  says  Professor  H.  H. 
Newman,  Professor  of  Zoology  at  the  University  of  Chicago, 
''there  are  almost  innumerable  structural  diversities  within 
the  scope  of  the  fundamental  plan.  These  major  or  minor 
departures  from  the  ideally  generalized  condition  remind  one 
of  the  variations  upon  a  theme  in  music;  no  matter  how 
elaborate  the  variation  may  be,  the  skilled  musician  recog- 
nizes the  common  theme  running  through  it  all.  This  funda- 
mental unity  amidst  minor  diversity  of  form  or  of  function 
is  looked  upon  as  a  common  inheritance  from  a  more  or  less 
remote  ancestor.  In  animals  belonging  to  the  same  group  and 
therefore  having  the  same  general  plan  of  organization  we  find 
many  organs  having  the  same  embryonic  origin  and  the  same 
general  relation  to  other  structures,  but  with  vastly  different 
superficial  appearance  and  playing  quite  diverse  functional 
roles."  2 

Vestigial  structures  which  are  found  both  in  animals  and 
in  man  point  significantly  to  an  ancestorship  in  which  these 
were  functional  and  useful.  They  are  meaningless  and  in- 
coherent except  on  the  assumption  of  evolution.  Few  lay- 
men realize  how  numerous  these  lingering  echoes  of  a  remote 
past  are  in  the  body  of  man.  According  to  Widersheim  there 
are  "no  less  than  180  vestigial  structures  in  the  human  body, 

2  H.  H,  Newman,  Chapter  on  Animal  Evolution  in  Contributions  of  Science  to 
Religion,  edited  by  S.  Mathews,  Appleton,  New  York,  1927,  p.  176. 
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sufficient  to  make  of  a  man  a  veritable  walking  museum  of 
antiquities.  Among  these  are: — the  vermiform  appendix;  the 
abbreviated  tail  with  its  set  of  caudal  muscles;  a  complicated 
set  of  muscles  homologous  with  those  employed  by  other  ani- 
mals for  moving  their  ears,  but  practically  functionless  in  all 
but  a  very  few  men;  a  complete  equipment  of  scalp  muscles, 
used  by  other  animals  for  erecting  the  hair  but  of  very  doubt- 
ful utility  in  man  even  in  the  rare  instances  when  they  func- 
tion voluntarily;  gill  slits  in  the  embryo,  the  homologues  af 
whiph  are  used  in  aquatic  respiration;  miniature  third  eyelids 
(nictitating  membranes),  functional  in  all  reptiles  and  birds, 
greatly  reduced  or  vestigial  in  all  mammals;  the  lanugo,  a  com- 
plete coating  of  embryonic  down  or  hair,  which  disappears 
long  before  birth  and  can  hardly  serve  any  useful  functions 
while  it  lasts.  These  and  numerous  other  structures  of  the 
same  sort  can  be  reasonably  interpreted  as  evidence  that  man 
has  descended  from  ancestors  in  which  these  organs  were  func- 
tional. Man  has  never  completely  lost  these  characters;  he 
continues  to  inherit  them  though  he  no  longer  has  any  use  for 
them.  Heredity  is  stubborn  and  tenacious,  clinging  persistently 
to  vestiges  of  all  that  the  race  has  once  possessed,  though 
chiefly  concerned  in  bringing  to  perfection  the  more  recent 
adaptive  features  of  the  race/'  ^ 

Evidence  from  Embryology 

Embryology  is  the  science  which  studies  the  various  stages 
through  which  the  individual  passes  in  its  development  from 
a  single-celled  fertilized  ovum  to  its  appearance  at  birth. 
Students  of  this  science  have  long  noted  that  members  of 
closely  related  adult  species  keep  step  most  of  the  way  through 
their  ontogenies  and  diverge  only  toward  the  end  of  their 
courses.  On  the  other  hand,  distantly  related  species  diverge 
early  in  their  developmental  paths,  while  unrelated  forms 
usually  have  little  or  nothing  in  common  from  the  beginning. 

In  the  embryonic  development  of  members  of  the  higher 
species,  a  sort  of  rough  repetition  of  the  characteristic  fea- 
tures of  many  lower  groups  has  been  noted.  This  has  been 
embodied  in  the  so-called  biogenetic  law:  ontogeny  is  a 
recapitulation  of  phylogeny.  In  less  technical  language  this 

3  H.  H.  Newman,  op.  cit.,  p.  179. 
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means  that  the  different  stages  in  the  development  of  the  in- 
dividual refiect  in  a  dim  vestigial  manner  some  of  the  princi- 
pal ancestral  forms  from  which  the  species  is  descended,  the 
earliest  embryonic  stages  resembling  the  most  remote  an- 
cestors. Professor  H.  H.  Newman  phrases  it  thus:  "The  de- 
velopmental history  of  the  individual  may  be  regarded  as 
an  abbreviated  resume  of  its  ancestral  history." 

There  is  no  denying  that  there  are  many  gaps  and  ragged 
edges  in  the  evidence  on  which  the  so-called  biogenetic  law 
is  based.  Probably  the  most  that  can  be  said  for  the  ,em- 
bryological  evidence  is  that  it  is  suggestive  in  a  general  way 
and  not  demonstrative  of  ancestral  relationships.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  however,  that  the  resemblances  noted  have  little 
meaning  or  coherence  save  on  the  postulate  of  an  evolutionar}' 
past. 

'The  embryology  of  man,"  says  Professor  Newman,  ''is 
now  pretty  thoroughly  known  in  spite  of  the  great  diffi- 
culty of  obtaining  the  early  stages.  Step  for  step  it  is  almost 
precisely  like  that  of  other  primates,  especially  like  that  of 
the  anthropoids,  and  it  is  only  in  the  latest  stages  that  it  takes 
on  distinctly  human  characteristics.  This  is  not  equivalent 
to  saying  that  the  expert  embryologist  is  in  any  doubt  as  to 
the  diagnosis  of  a  human  embr>'o  no  matter  how  early  the 
stage,  for  there  are  specific  features  about  all  embryos  from 
the  egg  stage  on  to  the  end  of  development  that  may  be  dis- 
tinguished by  anyone  sufficiently  versed  in  the  subject.  In 
spite  of  these  specific  differences,  however,  there  can  be  no 
question  that  the  embryolog}-  of  man  and  that  of  any  of 
the  anthropoid  apes  show^  the  closest  of  resemblances  at 
every  stage  and  diverge  sharply  only  in  the  late  stages  of 
prenatal  life.  So  close  a  resemblance  in  developmental  his- 
tories is  found  only  in  species  that  are  members  of  the  same 
ancestral  stock,  for  they  have  both  inherited  the  character- 
istic features  of  their  development  from  the  common  an- 
cestors." ^ 

The  Fossil  Pedigree  of  Man 

Opponents  of  evolution  often  refer  to  it  derisively  as 
''the  monkey  theory"  of  man's  descent.   But  no  scientist  of 

4  H.  H.  Newman,  op.  cit.,  p.  193. 
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repute  in  the  world  today  maintains  that  man  is  a  lineal 
descendant  from  the  monkey,  the  orang,  the  gorilla  or  the 
chimpanzee.  The  commonly  prevailing  scientific  view  is  that 
both  branched  off  long  ages  ago  from  a  common  stock. 
The  effort  to  trace  the  precise  stages  in  the  evolution  of 
the  body  of  man  is  fraught  with  the  same  difficulty  which 
faces  the  scientist  who  tries  to  piece  together  the  stages  in 
the  formation  of  mountains  and  continents  and  of  the  earth 
itself.  They^  occurred  at  a  time  when  no  human  eye  wit- 
nessed the  events  and  no  human  hand  recorded  them.  The 
attempt  to  reconstruct  the  various  stages  in  the  process  is 
made  by  inference  from  the  data  available,  and  few  will  affirm 
that  complete  certainty  hovers  over  ever}'  step  in  such  de- 
velopments in  the  dim  and  misty  past.*^ 

During  the  last  half  century  a  number  of  significant  dis- 
coveries have  been  made  in  regard  to  the  fossil  races  of  men 
and  of  near-men.  ^'These  ancient  t^^^es,"  says  Professor 
Edwin  G.  Conklin  of  Princeton  University,  ''are  so  different 
from  one  another  and  from  modern  man  that  they  must  be 
classified  as  different  species  and  in  some  cases  as  different 
genera;  they  constitute  six  distinct  links,  which  are  no  longer 
'missing,'  between  modern  man  and  anthropoids,  though  it 
is  not  certain  that  any  one  of  them  is  a  direct  ancestor  of 
man;  they  may  be  collateral  branches  of  our  ancestral  tree. 
The  fact  that  these  forerunners  of  man  differed  so  much 
one  from  another  and  the  further  fact  that  they  were  so 
widely  distributed  over  the  earth  indicates  that  the  com- 
mon stock  from  which  they  sprung  must  have  been  much 
more  ancient.  They  do  not  represent  the  actual  beginnings 
of  the  human  line,  but  rather  late  stages  in  its  evolution. 

'Tt  is  difficult  to  estimate  in  years  the  periods  to  which 
these  fossil  races  should  be  assigned,  but  paleontologists 
generally  suppose  that  the  modem  species  of  man,  Homo 
sapiens,  appeared  near  the  end  of  the  last  ice  age,  probably 
20,000  years  ago;  the  Neanderthal  species,  before  the  last 
ice  age,  from  50,000  to  100,000  years  ago;  the  Heidelberg 

4a  For  a  splendid  presentation  and  analysis  of  the  data  on  this  point,  see  the 
work  of  my  colleague,  Raymond  W.  Murray,  Man's  Unknown  Ancestors.  Bruce, 
Milwaukee,  1943.    This  is  a  "must"  book  for  all  students  of  anthropologj'. 
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species  during  the  second  interglacial  period,  at  least  300,- 
000  years  ago;  the  Piltdown  species  during  first  interglacial 
period,  say  400,000  years  ago;  while  the  Java  man  probably 
preceded  the  first  ice  age,  and  therefore  lived  at  least  500,- 
000  years  ago.  There  are  many  evidences  that  the  human 
stock,  the  Hominidae,  goes  back  to  a  much  greater  an- 
tiquity than  half  a  million  years;  among  these  evidences  are 
the  striking  differences  in  these  fossil  species,  the  fact  that 
their  remains  have  been  found  so  far  apart  as  western  and 
southern  Europe,  Palestine,  Rhodesia,  Java,  and  China,  and 
especially  the  fact  that  crude  stone  implements,  known  as 
eoliths,  have  been  found  in  still  older  strata.  Prevalent  opin- 
ion among  paleontologists  and  anthropologists  is  that  the 
Homindae  separated  from  the  Simiidae  not  less  than  one 
or  two  million  years  ago.  This  immensely  long  period  is 
only  about  one  thousandth  part  of  the  time  which  has  elapsed 
since  life  first  appeared  on  the  earth."  ^ 

While  the  fossil  remains  relating  to  prehistoric  man  and 
to  the  alleged  transitional  forms  through  which  man  emerged 
from  animal  ancestors  have  received  divergent  interpreta- 
tions at  the  hands  of  various  scientists,  this  should  not  blind 
us  to  the  fact  that  there  is  practically  unanimous  agreement 
among  them  that  the  evidence  points  clearly  in  the  direc- 
tion of  such  a  transition.  There  is  disagreement  as  to  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  details  in  the  story,  but  no  substantial 
disagreement  as  to  the  general  direction  in  which  the  evi- 
dence points. 

Additional  evidence  of  the  fact  of  evolution  might  be 
drawn  from:  (1)  taxonomy,  the  science  of  classification; 
(2)  serology,  the  science  of  blood  tests;  (3)  geographic  dis- 
tribution, the  study  of  the  horizontal  distribution  of  species 
upon  the  earth's  surface;  (4)  genetics,  the  analytic  and  ex- 
perimental study  of  evolutionary  processes  going  on  today. 
It  is  thought,  however,  that  the  evidence  which  has  been 
briefly  outlined  from  paleontology,  comparative  anatomy,  and 
embryology  will  be  sufficient  to  indicate  the  chief  lines  of  con- 
verging data  which  have  led  scientists  to  regard  evolution  no 
longer  as  a  conjecture  or  a  hypothesis,  but  as  a  principle 
inferentially  but  validly  established. 

5  E.  G.  Conklin,  Principles  and  Possibilities  of  Human  Evolution,  International 
Clinics,  vol.  I,  series  40,  J.  B.  Lippincott  Co.,  Philadelphia.  Pa..  1930. 


THE  ORIGIN  OF  MAN 


17 


Origin  of  Evolution  Theory 

The  basic  idea  oi  evolution,  that  the  present  forms  of  life 
have  developed  from  lower  and  more  rudimentary  forms, 
was  first  definitely  proposed  by  the  French  scientist,  La- 
marck, in  1809.  His  theory  seems  to  have  attracted  but  little 
attention  from  scientists  generally.  Most  people  looked  with 
suspicion  upon  ideas  which  sought  to  find  a  natural  explana- 
tion for  occurrences  which  were  generally  attributed  to  the 
supernatural.  If  they  had  possessed  greater  familiarity  with 
the  writings  of  Augustine  and  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa  in  the 
fourth  century  and  with  the  principles  of  scholastic  phi- 
losophy generally,  they  would  have  experienced  less  diffi- 
culty in  harmonizing  the  new  ideas  with  the  ancient  tradition. 

It  was  not  until  Charles  Darwin  published  his  Origin  of 
Species  in  1859  that  the  theory  of  evolution  became  of  en- 
grossing interest  to  the  scientific  world.  The  great  popu- 
larizer  among  the  English  speaking  peoples  of  Darwin's 
technical  writings  and  work  was  Thomas  H.  Huxley.  An 
agnostic  himself,  his  interpretation  of  the  bearing  of  Dar- 
win's findings  upon  creation,  a  personal  God,  and  religious 
conceptions  generally,  was  strongly  colored  by  his  own  skeptical 
views. 

The  outstanding  popularizer  of  Darwin's  book,  in  the 
German-speaking  world,  was  Ernst  Haeckel.  A  blatant 
atheist  himself,  he  loudly  proclaimed  that  the  new  findings 
banished  completely  such  treasured  beliefs  of  Christianity 
as  a  personal  God,  a  spiritual  soul,  freedom  of  the  will,  and 
immortality.  He  used  the  reported  facts  of  evolution  to 
bludgeon  the  ancient  faith  from  the  minds  of  men.  Others, 
obsessed  with  the  power  of  the  new  findings  to  explain  all 
the  works  which  religious  people  had  attributed  to  God, 
spoke  and  wrote  of  evolution  as  sounding  the  death  knell  of 
belief  in  the  Bible  and  in  a  personal  deity. 

Religious  Leaders  React 

It  is  not  surprising,  then,  that  the  evolutionary  theory 
aroused  vialent  hostility  among  the  religious  leaders  of  the 
day.  To  many  of  them  it  seemed  not  only  as  an  impious  as- 
sault upon  the  Mosaic  account  of  creation  but  a  conspiracy 
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to  substitute  natural  law  for  the  action  of  God.  The  Dublin 
University  Magazine  accused  Darwin  of  seeking  ''to  displace 
God  by  the  unerring  action  of  vagar\''^  and  with  being  ''re- 
solved to  hunt  God  out  of  the  world."  As  the  champion  of 
Protestant  orthodoxy  in  England,  Mr.  Gladstone,  in  an  ad- 
dress at  Liverpool,  declared:  "Upon  the  grounds  of  what 
is  called  evolution,  God  is  relieved  of  the  labour  of  creation; 
in  the  name  of  unchangeable  laws  he  is  discharged  from 
governing  the  world." 

In  a  sermon  at  the  University  of  Oxford,  the  Dean  of 
Chichester  warned  the  students  that  "those  who  refuse  to 
accept  the  history  of  the  creation  of  our  first  parents  ac- 
cording to  its  obvious  literal  intention,  and  are  for  substitut- 
ing the  modern  dream  of  evolution  in  its  place,  cause  the 
entire  scheme  of  man's  salvation  to  collapse."  These  utter- 
ances are  typical  of  the  view  expressed  by  many  divines  of 
the  day,  that  a  person  must  choose  between  God  and  evolu- 
tion, that  beHef  in  both  was  impossible. 

Much  water  has  run  under  the  bridge  since  1859.  The 
controversy  has  long  since  died.  Peace  has  come  to  the  op- 
posing camps.  The  last  convulsive  gasp  of  the  controversy 
occurred  at  the  Scopes  trial  at  Dayton,  Tennessee,  in  1925, 
when  the  legislature,  as  the  result  of  agitation  led  by  WilHam 
Jennings  BrA^an,  an  ardent  fundamentalist,  sought  to  ban 
the  teaching  of  evolution  as  a  fact  in  the  tax-supported 
schools.  Most  of  the  country  looked  upon  the  trial  with 
amusement,  as  a  relic  of  a  long  outmoded  past,  that  had  no 
place  in  our  day.  People  had  long  since  laughed  off  the  idea, 
once  so  feverishly  held,  that  evolution  is  a  denial  of  the 
authority  of  the  Bible  and  of  the  Creator.  Perhaps  the  out- 
standing fact  brought  out  by  the  trial  was  that  not  a  single 
scientist  of  eminence  could  be  found  to  take  up  arms  against 
evolution  or  to  dispute  its  well  authenticated  findings  in  all 
its  farflung  fields. 

Both  Sides  At  Fault 

As  we  look  back  over  the  controversy  that  raged  so  furi- 
ously for  more  than  half  a  century,  we  see  now  that  both 
sides  were  at  fault.  The  principal  mistake  made  by  the  scien- 
tists, or  more  frequently  by  their  followers  and  interpreters, 
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was  in  drawing  philosophical  and  religious  inferences  and 
deductions  unwarranted  by  the  data  of  science.  Many  of 
them  went  outside  their  own  domain  and,  invading  the  do- 
mains of  the  philosopher  and  of  the  theologian,  gave  forth 
pronunciamentos  on  God,  the  human  soul,  the  freedom  of 
the  wiJl  and  immortality.  Ernst  Haeckel  is  the  classic  ex- 
ample of  this  type.  He  had  legions  of  imitators.  The  draw- 
ing of  the  philosophic  and  religious  implications  of  the  raw 
data  of  natural  science  is  a  fine  art  which  demands  pro- 
fessional training.  If  the  scientists  and  their  popularizers  had 
simply  stated  their  findings  and  had  allowed  time  for  the 
analysis  and  interpretation  by  competent  scholars  of  their 
bearing  upon  religious  conceptions,  much  of  the  controversy 
could  have  been  avoided. 

The  chief  mistake  of  the  religious  leaders  was  in  appeal- 
ing to  the  Bible  as  a  textbook  of  science,  as  a  revelation  con- 
cerning biology,  geology,  paleontology  and  other  sciences 
totally  alien  to  the  religious  sco'pe  and  purpose  of  the  Scrip- 
tures. Interpreting  in  a  literal  sense  the  Mosaic  account  of 
creation,  they  sought  to  refute  the  findings  of  the  biologist 
and  the  geologist.  This  was  a  grievous  error. 

Warning  of  Augustine 

They  had  forgotten  the  wise  admonition  given  by  Augus- 
tine back  in  the  fourth  centur}^  to  his  fellow  Christians 
against  lecturing  the  naturalist  on  the  phenomena  of  na- 
ture: 'Tt  very  often  happens  that  there  is  some  question  as 
to  the  earth  or  the  sky,  o-r  the  other  elements  of  this  world 
— respecting  which  one  who  is  not  a  Christian  has  knowl- 
edge derived  from  most  certain  reasoning  or  observation, 
and  it  is  very  disgraceful  and  mischievous  and  of  all  things 
to  be  carefully  avoided,  that  a  Christian  speaking  of  such 
matters  as  being  according  to  the  Christian  Scriptures,  should 
be  heard  by  an  unbeliever  talking  such  nonsense  that  the  un- 
believer perceiving  him  to  be  as  wide  from  the  mark  as  east 
from  west,  can  hardly  restrain  himself  from  laughing. 

'^And  the  real  evil  is  not  that  a  man  is  subjected  to  derision 
because  of  his  error,  but  it  is  that  to  profane  eyes,  our  authors 
(that  is  to  say,  the  sacred  authors)  are  regarded  as  having 
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had  such  thoughts;  and  are  also  exposed  to  blame  and  scorn 
upon  the  score  of  ignorance,  to  the  greatest  possible  mis- 
fortune of  people  whom  we  wish  to  save.  For,  in  fine,  these 
profane  people  happen  upon  a  Christian  busy  in  making  mis- 
takes on  the  subject  which  they  know  perfectly;  how,  then, 
will  they  believe  these  holy  books?  How  will  they  believe 
in  the  resurrection  of  the  dead  and  in  the  hope  of  life  eter- 
nal, and  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  when,  according  to  an 
erroneous  assumption,  these  books  seem  to  them  to  have  as 
their  object  those  very  things  which  they,  the  profane,  know 
by  direct  experience  or  by  calculation  which  admits  of  no 
doubt? 

^^It  is  impossible  to  say  what  vexation  and  sorrow  prudent 
Christians  meet  with  through  these  presumptuous  and  bold 
spirits  who,  taken  to  task  one  day  for  their  silly  and  false 
opinion,  and  realizing  themselves  on  the  point  of  being  con- 
victed by  men  who  are  not  obedient  to  the  authority  of  our 
holy  books,  wish  to  defend  their  assertions  so  thoughtless, 
so  bold,  and  so  manifestly  false.  For  they  then  commence 
to  bring  forward  as  a  proof  precisely  our  holy  books,  or 
again  they  attribute  to  them  from  memory  that  which  seems 
to  support  their  opinion,  and  they  quote  numerous  passages, 
understanding  neither  the  texts  they  quote,  nor  the  subject 
about  which  they  are  making  statement."  ^ 

Summing  up  his  exposition  of  this  important  principle  for 
the  interpretation  of  the  Bible,  Augustine  says:  ^'The  gos- 
pels do  not  tell  us  that  our  Lord  said,  ^I  will  send  you  the 
Holy  Ghost  to  teach  you  the  course  of  the  sun  and  the 
moon';  we  should  endeavor  to  become  Christians  and  not 
astronomers. 

A  similar  note  of  warning  was  sounded  by  Cardinal  Bel- 
larmine  in  1616  anent  the  Galileo  controversy  when  he  said: 
''I  say  that  if  a  real  proof  be  found  that  the  sun  is  fixed  and 
does  not  revolve  around  the  earth,  but  the  earth  round  the 
sun,  then  it  will  be  necessary,  very  carefully,  to  proceed  to 
the  explanation  of  the  passages  of  Scripture  which  appear  to 
be  contrary,  and  we  should  rather  say  that  we  have  misun- 
derstood these  than  pronounce  that  to  be  false  which  is 
demonstrated." 

3  De  Genesi  ad  litteram.  lib.  T.  cap.  XIX. 
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It  was  the  failure  of  the  rehgious  leaders  of  Darwin's  day, 
excited  by  the  violent  attacks  made  on  religion  by  the 
apostles  of  evolution,  to  remember  that  the  Bible  is  a  revela- 
tion of  spiritual  verities,  not  a  textbook  of  natural  science, 
which  was  in  no  small  part  responsible  for  the  fury  and 
length  of  the  controversy  on  evolution.  Indeed,  this  failure 
has  played  a  part  in  almost  every  conflict,  or  rather  in  every 
imagined  conflict,  between  science  and  religion.  It  is  neces- 
sary to  remember  that  while  the  sacred  writers  communi- 
cate great  spiritual  and  relis;ious  truths,  they  reflect  merely^ 
tfie  views  on  natural  science  prevalent  in  their  day. 

The  Biblical  Story 

Let  us  now  turn  to  the  Biblical  story  of  creation.  The  first 
chapter  oi  Genesis  tells  us:  "In  the  beginning  God  created 
heaven  and  earth.  And  the  earth  was  void  and  empty,  and 
darkness  was  upon  the  face  of  the  deep;  and  the  spirit  of 
God  moved  over  the  waters."  On  the  first  day,  God  made 
light.  On  the  second.  He  separated  the  land  from  the  waters. 
On  the  third,  He  caused  the  earth  to  bring  forth  the  green 
herb.  On  the  fourth  day,  He  set  the  sun,  the  moon  and  the 
stars  in  the  heavens.  On  the  fifth,  God  said:  ''Let  the  earth 
bring  forth  the  living  creature  in  its  kind,  cattle  and  creep- 
ing things,  and  beasts  of  the  earth." 

.  Coming  then  to  the  creation  of  man,  the  sacred  author 
^ontinyes;  ''And  He  said:  Let  us  make  man  to  our  image  and 
likeness:  and  let  him  have  dominion  over  the  fishes  of  the 
sea,  and  the  ^f owls  of  the  air,  and  the  beasts,  and  the  whole 
earth  .  .  .  and  God  created  man  to  His  own  image;*  to  the 
image  of  God  He  created  him;  male  and  female  He  created 
them."  .  .  .  And  God  saw  all  things  that  He  had  made, 
and  they  were  very  good."  In  the  second  chapter,  seventh 
verse,  there  is  a  further  reference  to  the  creation  of  man. 
"And  the  Lord  God  formed  man  of  the  slime  of  the  earth: 
and  breathed  into  his  face  the  breath  of  life,  and  man  became 
a  living  soul." 

The  whole  account  is  presented  in  simple,  non-technical 
language  which  would  bring  it  easily  within  the  under- 
standing of  all.  What,  one  might  ask,  was  the  purpose  of  the 
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detailed  declarations  of  the  sacred  writer?  Father  J.  A. 
Zahm  answers  as  follows:  'The  Hebrew  people  have  lived 
among  idblators  and  were  surrounded  by  people  who  gave 
divine  worship  to  many  of  God's  creatures.  Moses  wished 
'to  impress  upon  their  minds  that  neither  the  sun,  nor  the 
moon,  nor  the  stars,  neither  any  animal,  nor  the  earth  which 
affords  its  nourishment,  nor  any  of  the  elements,  are  God, 
as  was  supposed  by  the  Sabianism  of  the  Orient,  especially 
of  Chaldea;  by  the  worship  of  animals  in  Egypt;  by  the  di- 
.vine  honors  paid  to  the  earth  by  the  Romans,  Pelasgians,  and 
(Germans;  and  by  the  cult  of  fire- worshipers  of  Greece  artd 
Persia.  All  these  things,  the  objects  of  the  adoration  of  the 
heathen,  are  the  works  of  God.  There  is  no  power  op- 
posed to  God  which  is  equal  to  Him.  Neither  is  matter,  as 
such,  according  to  the  later  c^inion  of  the  Platonists,  the 
seat  of  evil.  Everything  is  the  work  of  God,  and  everything 
therefore  is  good." 

It  is  obvious  then  that  the  truth  which  the  author  is 
seeking  to  convey  is  a  religious  one.  'Trom  the  foregoing," 
continues  Father  Zahm,  "it  is  manifest  that  the  prime  object 
of  the  Mosaic  narrative,  like  that  of  all  revelation,  was  a 
religious  one.  The  Gospels,'  says  St.  Augustine,  'do  not  tell 
us  that  oiu*  Lord  said,  I  will  send  you  the  Holy  Ghost  to 
teach  you  the  course  of  the  sun  and  the  moon;  we  should 
endeavor  to  become  Christians  and  not  astronomers'.  So 
it  is  with  the  Mosaic  account  of  creation.  Its  purport  is  not 
to  teach  geology,  physics,  zoology,  or  astronomYt  |?ut  tp 
affimiJlL  the  inost  single  and  direcl  manner  the  creative  ac;t 
of  (jod  and  His"  sovereignty  over  all  creature^.  Its  object 
isUoTto  anticipate  any  ot  tne  truths  of  science  or  philosophy, 
but  to  guard  the  chosen  people  of  God  against  the  per- 
nicious errors  and  idolatrous  practices  which  were  then  every- 
where prevalent.'^  ^ 

Interpreting  Genesis 

In  interpreting  the  Genesiac  account  of  creation,  it  is  well 
to  keep  in  mind  the  warning  of  Augustine,  of  Cardinal 
Bellarmine,  and  of  the  scholarly  Pontiff,  Leo  XIII,  in  his 
encyclical  on  Holy  Scripture:  ''It  should  be  borne  in  mind,. 

7  Zahm,  Bible,  Science  and  Faith,  p.  33. 
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first  that  the  sacred  writers,  or  more  truly  the  Holy  Spirit 
viho  spoke  through  them,  did  not  wish  to  teach  men  those 
things  (namely,  the  inmost  constitution  of,  visT^e  ^  things) 
which  would  be  in  no  wise  profitable  linto  salvation."  Ifi 
formulating  this  principle  of  exegesis,  Leo  XIII  quotes'  the 
very  words  of  St.  Augustine,  and  thus  re-echoes  in  the  mod- 
ern age  the  warning  issued  by  the  learned  Bishop  of  Hippo 
in  the  fourth  century  but  which  was  so  generally  ignored 
throughout  the  intervening  ones. 

In  applying  this  principle,  whose  soundness  will  be  recog- 
nized by  scriptural  scholars  and  scientists  alike,  to  the  in- 
terpretation of  Genesis,  Dorlodot  says:  ''Henceforth,  then 
it  is  no  longer  allowed  to  violate  this  principle,  and  when 
our  excellent  apologists  of  the  nineteenth  century  come 
again  to  us  and  say  that  'Moses  was  either  inspired,  or  else 
he  was  naturally  conversant  with  the  latest  discoveries  of 
modern  science,'  it  is  our  duty  to  retort  that  if  their  inter- 
pretation of  Genesis  really  implies  such  a  consequence,  then 
this  interpretation  is  certainly  false.  And  speaking  generally, 
we  must  reject  a  priori  any  interpetation  which  would  make 
a  text  of  Holy  Writ  a  Divine  instruction  upon  a  subject  be- 
longing to  the  physical  or  natural  sciences."  ^  In  other  words, 
if  a  person  comes  with  some  scientific  speculation  and  offers  as 
the  solitary  proof  of  its  correctness  some  stray  passage  from 
the  Bible,  we  can  generally  reject  such  a  scientific  theory 
without  further  investigation  because  it  is  based  upon  a  false 
conception  of  the  Bible  as  a  divine  revelation  of  the  truths  of 
natural  science  instead  of  truths  of  a  religious  character. 

In  the  light  of  this  basic  principle  of  Biblical  exegesis,  we 
ask:  What,  then,  is  the  outstanding  religious  truth  taught 
us  in  Genesis?  Simply  this:  Thp  ^jnivf^roA  anH  all  living  things 
owe4heir  existence  in  some  way  to  the  creative  power  of  God. 

The  earth  is  the  Lord^s  and  the  ftdness  thereof: 
The  world  and  they  that  dwell  therein. 

The  detailed  processes  by  which  the  planets  were  formed, 
the  hills  fashioned,  and  living  creatures  brought  into  being, 
are  part  of  the  legitimate  subject-matter  of  natural  science. 
In  other  words,  Genesis  is  no  text-book  of  geology,  astron- 

^  Darwinism  and  Catholic  Thought,  Benziger  Bros.,  N.  Y.,  1922,  p.  11. 
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omy,  botany  or  zoology  or  any  of  the  other  sciences.  Cer- 
tainly no  person  who  is  even  slightly  familiar  with  the  find- 
ings of  "^eolofi^v  ^thinks  of  creation  as  completed  in  six  literal 
days. 

Evolution  of  Man 

How  about  evolution  when  applied  to  man?  Here  a  dis- 
tinction is  necessary.  In  regard  to  the  soul  of  man,  it  is  the 
common  teaching  of  theologians  that  God  creates  directly 
and  immediately  the  soul  of  each  individual  human  being. 
In  regard  to  the  body  of  man,  the  evidence  of  evolution 
from  antecedent  animal  life  is  most  impressive,  and  in  the 
judgment  of  most  scientists,  overwhelming.  The  Church 
leaves  the  individual  free  to  accept  or  reject  this  view  in 
accordance  with  his  judgment  as  to  the  weight  of  evidence 
behind  it.  The  attitude  of  the  Catholic  Church,  ever  the 
friend  of  science,  and  hospitable  toward  its  every  discovery, 
is  summed  up  admirably  by  Rev.  Dr.  E.  C.  Messenger  as 
follows:  ^'The  Church  says: 

^'1.  There  is  nothing  in  this  notion  intrinsically  repugnant 
either  to  the  Scriptures  or  to  Faith. 

"2.  She  will  not  affirm  it,  even  supposing  it  were  true, 
because  it  is  not  her  business  to  make  such  affirmations. 

"3.  Taking  it  as  a  'possible  hypothesis'  (as  derivative  crea- 
tion applied  to  animals  lower  than  man  is  taken  for  a  'prob- 
able hypothesis'),  Catholics  may  freely  work  toward  its  estab- 
Hshment,  by  research  and  discussion. 

^'4.  If  any  one  chooses  to  make  it  a  purely  personal  belief, 
he  may."  ^ 

Discussing  the  attitude  of  the  Church  toward  evolution, 
Rt.  Rev.  Msgr.  U.  A.  Hauber  observes:  ''Most  of  her  spokes- 
man tend  "foward  acceptance"~of  a  moderate  form  of  the 
tlf^(^try7'aTid  one  of  them  at  least  (Canon  de  DorlodfTt  of 
Louvain)  outdoes  Darwin  in  his  enthusiasm  for  the  theory  of 
absolute  natural  evolution.  As  long  as  they  leave  Almighty 
God  in  His  place  and  admit  that  the  human  soul  is  radically 
different  from  the  animal  soul,  the  Church  does  not  interfere, 
the  matter  is  outside  the  sphere  of  religion." 

9  E.  C.  Messenger,  Evolution  and  Theology,  Macniillan  Co.,  N.  Y.,  1932, 
p.  250  f. 

10  Creation  and  Evolution,  Paulist  Press.  New  York.  p.  25. 
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The  Biblical  Commission 

The  decision  of  the  Biblical  Commission  concerning  the 
passage  in  Genesis  referring  to  the  creation  of  man  presents 
no  obstacles  to  the  evolutionary  viewpoint  when  properly  under- 
stood. On  June  30th,  1909,  the  Biblical  Commiission  declared 
that  ''we  may  not  call  in  doubt  the  literal  historical  sense  of 
Genesis  with  regard  to  the  special  creation  of  man  (peculiaris 
creatio  hominis) 

Concerning  that  decision  the  Rev.  Dr.  P.  H.  Kehoe,  O.S.A., 
who  has  made  an  exhaustive  study  of  the  matter,  observes: 
"Surely  no  one  is  bound  to  admit  that  Adam's  body  was 
created  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term.  In  our  rigid  inter- 
pretation of  Genesis,  we  are  accustomed  to  refer  to  it  as  having 
been  formed  from  the  earth.  The  only  part  of  man  that  is  im- 
^lediately  created  is  the  human  soul.  Exponents  of  the  new 
(evolutionist)  opinion  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  decree 
doesn't  specify  the  first  man;  whence  these  authors  deduce  that 
the  decision  (pectdiaris  creatio)  applies  not  only  to  Adam  but 
to  all  men.'' 

Bishop  Laminne  of  Liege,  former  professor  of  dogmatic 
theology  in  Louvain,  makes  the  following  statement  anent  this: 
'Tn  the  decree  of  the  said  Commission  there  is  nothing  against 
the  general  doctrine  of  evolution,  or  against  the  opinion  which 
attributes  to  evolution  the  formation  of  the  body  of  the  first 
man.  Indeed,  it  is  affirmed,  not  without  grave  authority,  that 
the  words  of  the  reply  of  the  Biblical  Commission  concerning 
the  first  chapter  of  Genesis  were  chosen  in  such  a  manner  that 
this  opinion  should  not  be  excluded."  The  grave  authority  here 
referred  to  is,  by  coromon  report,  the  one  who  was  then 
secretary  of  the  Biblical  Commission,  Dom  Laurent  Janssens, 
a  theologian  of  first  rank. 

Father  John  A.  Zahm,  C.S.C.,  wrote  in  1895:  'The  evolution 
of  the  body  of  man  from  some  inferior  animal  and  its  sub- 
sequent endowment  in  the  body  by  God  of  a  rational  soul  is 
antagonistic  to  no  dogma  of  faith  and  may  be  shown  to  be  in 
harmony  with  the  teaching  of  St.  Thomas."  Forty-one  years 
later,  Rev.  Dr.  Francis  Wenninger,  C.S.C.,  dean  of  the  College 


11  The  Church  and  Evolution,  Augustinian  Studies,   1937,   pp.   106  and  107. 
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of  Science  at  the  University  of  Notre  Dame,  made  the  utterance 
of  Father  Zahm  his  own  in  an  article,  Evolution  of  Today, 
published  by  the  Ave  Maria  Press  at  Notre  Dame.^^^ 

It  should  be  made  clear,  however,  that  if  a  pverson  prefers 
to  interpret  the  wards  of  Genesis  literally  and  to  believe  that 
God  made  the  body  of  Adam  out  of  mud,  fashioning  it  some- 
what after  the  manner  of  a  potter  making  a  pot  or  a  pan,  and 
then  blowing  upon  the  statue  of  mud,  caused  it  suddenly  to 
start  walking  and  talking,  he  contradicts  no  dogma  of  the 
Christian  faith.  He  holds  the  essential  truth  proclaimed  alike 
by  Genesis  and  by  the  Christian  religion  that  all  things — the 
earth,  sun,  moon,  stars,  plants,  animals  and  man — owe  their 
existence  in  some  way  to  the  creative  power  of  God.  If  he  pre- 
fers to  hold  the  strictly  literal  interpretation  just  mentioned, 
he  is  free  to  do  so  as  far  as  the  Christian  religion  is  concerned. 
The  Church's  primary  concern  is  with  the  truths  of  religion 
not  with  those  of  science. 

On  the  Dasis  ot  evidence  dug  from  many  fields,  scientists 
acknowledge  God  as  the  Creator  but  construe  the  creati^'e 
power  to  operate  through  the  use  of  secondary  causes.  The 
study  of  those  secondary  causes  and  their  operations  is  in  the 
domain  of  scientists.  An  interpretation  which  embodies  the 
essential  truth  of  Genesis  and  the  conclusions  logically  deduced 
from  the  findings  of  science  would  seem  to  make  for  greater 
peace,  serenity  and  integrity  of  mind  than  one  which  goes 
contrary  to  the  overwhelming  mass  of  scientific  evidence.  That, 
in  a  nutshell,  is  why  the  viewpoint  which  sees  evolution  as  God's 
method  of  creating  has  made  such  a  deep  and  wide  appeal  to 
educated  people  in  all  lands. 

In  his  article  on  Transformation  in  the  Dictionnaire 
Apologetique  de  la  Foi  Catholique,  the  great  French  the- 
ologian, Pere  de  Sinety,  SJ.,  declares:  ^Tf  anyone  should 
find  it  more  satisfying  for  the  scientific  mind  to  think  that 
the  Creator,  in  order  to  constitute  the  body  of  the  first  man, 
utilized  matter  already  organized,  and  that  He  more  or  less 
profoundly  transformed  this  organism,  by  the  very  infusion 
of  a  spiritual  soul,  we  do  not  see  that  this  could  be  objected 
to  from  the  theological  point  of  view.  The  Church  has 
never  pronounced,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  on  the  state 

1  la  January,  1936,  p.  22. 
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of  the  matter  which,  according  to  the  text  of  Genesis  itself, 
served  for  the  constitution  of  the  human  body." 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  observation  made  back  at  the 
turn  of  the  century  by  the  learned  Jesuit,  Father  J.  Donat: 
'Tn  itself  the  theory  of  evolution,  which  asserts  the  variability 
of  species  of  animals  and  plants,  is  by  no  means  opposed  to 
religious  truths.  It  neither  includes  a  necessity  of  assuming 
the  origin  of  the  human  soul  from  the  essentially  lower  ani- 
mal soul,  nor  is  it  an  atheistic  theory.  On  the  contrary,  such 
an  evolution  would  most  clearly  testify  to  God's  wisdom  in 
laying  such  a  wonderful  basis  for  the  progress  of  nature, 
provided  this  theory  could  be  proved  by  scientific  facts; 
indeed,  for  an  evolution  within  narrow  limits,  circumstantial 
evidence  is  not  lacking."  ^- 

Referring  to  jubilant  anti-evolutionist  cries  that  arise  from 
time  to  time  in  certain  quarters,  the  late  Bertram  Windle 
issued  a  warning  which  cannot  be  too  often  repeated:  ''Such 
anti-evolutionary  cries  should  never,  under  any  circum- 
stances, come  from  the  Catholic  ranks.  Of  all  people  we 
can  afford  to  survey  this  scene  of  conflict  with  complete 
calm,  for  we  know  that  God's  two  books  of  revelation 
and  nature  cannot  possibly  contradict  each  other.  Hence, 
as  Leo  XIII  told  us,  and  as  common  sense  dictates,  we  should 
rejoice  in  any  new  discovery,  whether  it  tells  for  or  against 
evolution;  for  the  truth  is  what  we  are  looking  for,  and 
not  victory  over  our  supposed  antagonists.  The  fact  is,  that 
this  exultation  on  the  part  of  anti-evolutionists  leads  their 
opponents  very  naturally  and  logically  to  conclude  that  these 
would-be  defenders  of  religion  believe  that  the  establishment 
of  evolution  as  a  fact  would  mean  the  destruction  of  the 
Christian  faith,  whereas  nothing  could  be  more  untrue  or  more 
ridiculous." 

It  is  well  to  note  that  among  the  scientists  carrying  on 
original  research  are  a  number  of  Catholic  priests  who  rank 
among  the  highest  authorities  in  their  field.  In  Europe  the 
findings  of  Abbe  Breuil  and  Father  Hugo  Obermaier  have 
attracted  world  attention.    In  China  the  paleontological  re- 

12  J.  Donat,  SJ.,  The  Freedom  of  Science,  J.  F.  Wa;?ner,  Inc.,  N.  Y.  1914 
p.  223. 

\z  F(yrtnightly  Review,  Oct.,  1931,  p.  235. 
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search  of  the  Jesuit  Fathers  Licent  and  Teilhard  de  Chardin 
has  greatly  increased  our  knowledge  of  early  man. 

In  Protestant  circles  the  fundamentalist  groups,  who  are 
wedded  to  a  literal  interpretation  of  the  Bible  touching  on 
matters  of  natural  phenomena,  and  regard  the  Scriptures 
as  a  text-book  of  natural  science  as  well  as  a  divine  com- 
munication of  religious  truth,  have  been  slow  to  recognize 
the  discoveries  of  science  in  the  field  of  evolution.  Among 
the  Protestant  groups  wherein  the  Bible  is  not  regarded  as 
revealing  truths  of  natural  science,  the  theory  of  evolution 
has  gained  general  acceptance.  Discerning  leaders  of  most 
faiths  are  unwilling  to  make  orthodoxy  hinge  upon  adher- 
ence to  outmoded  systems  of  biology.  In  their  ears  there  still 
reverberates  the  warning  sounded  by  Erasmus:  ^'To  identif}' 
the  new  learning  with  heresy  is  to  make  orthodoxy  synon- 
\Tnous  with  ignorance." 

Augustine's  View 

.\mong  Catholics,  Canon  Dorlodot  is  not  alone  in  hold- 
ing to  a  theory  of  absolute  natural  evolution.  Back  in  the 
fourth  century  the  great  Augustine,  by  one  of  those  daring 
flights  of  sheer  genius,  likewise  conceived  of  God  as  perform- 
ing a  single  direct  creative  act,  producing  the  potentialities 
{rationes  seminales)  of  all  forms  of  life.  Such  at  least  is  the 
conclusion  reached  by  Dorlodot,  who  has  made  a  most  ex- 
haustive study  of  Augustine's  writings.  All  students  of  the 
philosophical  and  religious  implications  of  evolution  will  be 
interested  in  the  process  of  reasoning  which  led  this  great 
speculative  genius  back  in  the  fourth  century  to  arrive  at 
the  daring  and  sublime  conception  of  creation,  not  as  a  series 
of  special  interventions,  but  as  an  orderly  evolution  proceeding 
according  to  definite  laws. 

In  his  great  treatise  on  Genesis,  Augustine  repudiates  the 
crassly  anthropomorphic  concept  of  the  Creator,  saying:  ''To 
suppose  that  God  with  bodily  hands  formed  man  from  the 
dust  is  very  childish.  .  .  .  God  neither  formed  man  with 
bodily  hands  nor  did  He  breathe  upon  him  with  throat  and 
lips.''      According  to  Dorlodot,  the  learned  Bishop  of  Hippo 

14  Stt  De  Genesi  contra  Manichaeos,  lib.  ii,  cp.  14,  in  Migne  xxxiv,  188 — lit. 
cap.  5  and  cap.  23 — and  lib.  vii,  cap.  1.    See  also  Osborn,  From  the  Greeks  to 
L>aru*in,  Chas.  Scribner's  Sons,  New  York,  1894,  Chapters  II  and  III. 
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held  to  a  form  of  absolute  natural  evolution.  He  maintained 
that  at  the  begihning  God  created  living  creatures  only  in 
their  causes — rationes  seminales.  ''The  terrestrial  or  aquatic 
matter  which  He  created  at  the  beginning  virtually  contained 
all  living  beings  just  as  a  seed  contains  a  plant  virtually,  and 
it  was  only  later,  as  time  went  on,  that  the  different  organized 
beings,  including  the  human  body,  appeared,  or,  to  use  his 
own  expression,  'came  forth  from  their  causes'  by  a  natural 
evolution  of  inorganic  matter." 

Declaring  that  creation  took  place  in  the  mathematical 
instant  at  the  beginning  of  time,  Augustine  maintained  that 
the  ''continued  work  can  only  mean  the  government  of  the 
world  (that  is,  the  conservation  of  things  by  God,  and  His 
concur sus  with  secondary  causes).  Hence ^  there  has  been  no 
other  intervention  since  the  moment  when  God  created  the 
world.  God,  therefore,  has  not  made  any  species  which  was 
not  virtually  contained  in  the  inorganic  world  as  He  had 
created  it  at  the  beginning,  and  this  applies  to  the  body  of  man 
as  well  as  to  the  other  living  beings.  ...  As  to  the  soul  of 
the  first  man,  Augustine,  faithful  to  his  principle  concerning 
God's  repose,  holds  also  that  it  was  created  at  the  first  in- 
stant of  time.  Later  on,  when  the  body  had  reached,  by 
natural  evolution,  a  suitable  state  of  organization,  the  soul 
united  itself  to  the  body  by  a  kind  of  natural  inclination.''  ^® 

It  will  be  noted  that  this  view  of  St.  Augustine  represents 
a  more  thoroughgoing  and  radical  form  of  evolution  than  that 
held  by  Charles  Darwin  and  Alfred  Russell  Wallace,  who 
p>ostulate  the  intervention  of  God  for  the  special  creation  of 
the  first  form  or  forms  of  life.  According  to  Augustine,  God 
did  not  interrupt  the  unbroken  reign  of  natural  law  to  create 
directly  and  immediately  the  beginnings  of  life,  nor  even  the 
body  of  the  first  man,  but  created  them  in  their  causes  or 
germinal  powers  (rationes  seminales)  and  then  caused  them 
to  be  evolved  in  accordance  with  the  operation  of  the  laws 
of  nature  of  which  He  is  the  ultimate  author. 

It  will  be  a  matter  of  surprise  for  many  to  learn  that  this 
view  of  absolute  natural  evolution  under  the  leadership  of 
Augustine  and  Gregory  of  Nyssa  prevailed,  according  to 

15  Dorlodot,  Darwinism  a>id  Catholic  Thought,  translated  by  E.  C.  Messenger, 
Benziger  Bros.,  New  York,  1922,  p.  142. 

16  Dorlodot,  ibid.,  p.  143. 
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Dorlodot,  as  ^^the  common  opinion  of  the  Fathers,  at  least 
up  to  the  eighth  century  and  probably  to*  the  end  of  the 
twelfth/^  That  it  was  subjected  to  notable  modifications 
in  the  thirteenth  century  at  the  hands  of  Thomas  Aquinas  and 
others  was  due,  not  to  scriptural  or  dogmatic  reasons,  but  to 
considerations  of  a  scientific  nature  drawn  largely  from  the 
physics  of  Aristotle.^^ 

Needless  to  say,  the  physics  of  the  ancient  Stagirite  has 
long  since  been  outmoded,  and  nothing  in  the  advanced  sci- 
ence of  the  present  day  would  demand  a  serious  modifica- 
tion in  the  Augustinian  principle  of  absolute  natural  evolu- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  the  developments  of  modern  science 
enable  us  to  appreciate,  as  never  before,  the  magnificent  dar- 
ing and  sublimity  of  that  view  which  fifteen  centuries  ago 
envisaged  the  Divine  Omnipotence  as  acting  not  by  special 
interventions  for  the  creation  of  species  and  genera,  but  as 
uniformly  operative  through  all  the  vast  uninterrupted  sweep 
of  natural  law.  It  reduces  the  bewildering  multiplicity  of 
phenomena  to  the  unity  of  natural  law  through  which  the 
Divine  Power  is  uniformly  operative.  It  is  a  conception  as 
brilliant  as  it  is  profound,  and  gives  probably  the  noblest 
and  most  exalted  of  all  the  interpretations  of  the  expression 
of  God's  creative  power.  While  at  present  it  does  not  rep- 
resent the  common  view  of  theologians,  it  is  not  unlikely 
that  it  will  continue  to  win  many  additional  adherents  in 
the  years  ahead.  Certainly,  it  fits  in  perfectly  with  all  the 
findings  of  science  and  renders  it  unnecessary  to  postulate 
what  philosophers,  theologians  and  scientists  are  agreed  should 
be  avoided,  if  possible — special,  extraordinary  acts  of  divine 
intervention  in  the  world  of  nature. 

In  order  that  our  treatment  of  this  matter  may  be  well 
balanced,  objective,  and  that  it  may  accurately  reflect  con- 
temporary Christian  thought,  it  is  well  to  follow  the  exposition 
of  St.  Augustine's  concept  of  absolute  natural  evolution  with 
a  presentation  of  the  common  teaching  of  the  Church's  philos- 
ophers and  theologians  concerning  the  origin  of  the  human  soul. 
The  common  teaching  is  that  the  soul  owes  its  existence  to  a 
special  creative  act  on  the  part  of  God,  though  no  definite 

17  Dorlodot,  op.  cit.,  p.  151. 

18  Dorlodot,  op.  cit..  see  appendix  IV,  "Evolution  of  Ideas  in  the  Thirteenth 
Century  under  the  Influence  of  Aristotle's  Physics,"  p.  152  ff. 
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thesis  on  the  method  of  this  special  creation  is  proposed.  Right 
Rev.  Monsignor  Edward  B.  Jordan  of  the  Catholic  University 
of  America  states  the  case  with  admirable  lucidity: 

^'Psychology  holds  that  the  origin  of  the  soul  can  be  at- 
tributed only  to  direct  creation  on  the  part  of  God;  and  this 
conclusion  is  based  on  the  nature  of  the  soul,  which  is  a  simple, 
spiritual  entity,  as  may  be  deduced  from  an  analysis  of  its 
operations.  The  Church  in  her  ordinary  teaching  adheres  to 
this  conclusion  of  philosophy,  but  she  has  made  no  dogmatic 
pronouncement  in  the  matter.  She  has  indeed  defined  the 
creation  of  the  human  soul,  but  she  has  not  defined  exactly 
how  it  is  created,  though  the  general  tenor  of  her  traditions  is 
in  favor  of  an  immediate  act  of  God.  This  is  particularly  true 
with  regard  to  the  origm  of  the  first  human  soul.  From  the 
standpoint  of  metaphysics  it  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
see  how  the  soul,  so  superior  in  its  powers  to  any  material 
agent,  could  have  been  brought  into  existence  by  any  activity 
short  of  divine  causality  acting  directly.  This  is  the  common 
opinion  of  theologians  which  cannot  be  refuted  by  any  con- 
vincing argument  although  the  Church  has  not  defined  it  as 
being  de  fide,^^ 

Evolution — God's  Method  of  Creation 

To  localize  the  causes  of  misunderstanding  between  scien- 
tists and  Scriptural  scholars  and  to  hold  them  up  to  the  light 
of  impartial  scrutiny  from  both  sides  is  usually  not  only  the 
first  but  the  most  effective  step  in  eliminating  the  misunder- 
standing itself.  In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  discussion  it 
should  be  evident  that  there  is  no  real  ground  for  warfare 
between  the  scientist  and  the  theologian  on  the  subject  of 
evolution.  That  there  is  no  conflict  between  rehgion  and 
science  on  the  matter  of  evolution  is  the  conviction  not  only 
of  Christian  philosophers  and  of  Biblical  scholars  but  of  the 
outstanding  leaders  in  science  as  well.  In  a  Joint  Statement 
upon  the  Relations  of  Science  and  Religion,  issued  in  1923 
and  signed  by  such  eminent  scientists  as  Millikan,  Pupin, 
Noyes  and  Birkoff  in  physics,  Campbell  in  astronomy,  and 
Osborn,  Welch,  Coulter  and  Conklin  in  biology,  these  out- 

19  Cf.  Evolution,  Prof.  L.  Renouf.  D.Sc,  Catholic  Truth  Society,  London,  p.  19. 
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standing  leaders  conclude:  "It  is  a  sublime  conception  of 
God  which  is  furnished  by  science,  and  one  wholly  consonant 
with  the  highest  ideals  of  religion,  when  it  represents  Him 
as  revealing  Himself  through  inbreathing  of  life  into  its  con- 
stituent matter,  culminating  in  man  viiih.  his  spiritual  nature 
and  all  his  Godlike  powers." 

That  is  why  there  are  practically  no  scientists  of  repute  in 
the  world  today — Millikan  said  he  knew  of  none — who  re- 
gard the  materialistic  interpretation  of  life  and  the  universe 
as  offering  any  satisfaction  to  the  thinking  mind.  That  is 
why  the  theistic  philosophy  which  assigns  an  adequate  and 
proportionate  cause  for  the  design  and  purpose  and  plan  in 
nature,  and  recognizes  the  presence  of  a  great  Intelligence 
behind  the  laws  and  the  processes  and  the  framework  of  the 
universe  is  held  by  the  scientists  of  eminence  throughout  the 
world.  Under  this  conception  evolutioit  is  but  the  process  or 
the  method  by  ivhich  God  brought  the  various  jorms  oj  lije 
ifjto  being. 

By  creating  the  first  germinal  forms  of  life  and  endow- 
ing them  with  potentialities  which  would  evolve  into  suc- 
cessive higher  forms  in  accordance  with  definite  laws  which 
He  infused  into  them.  God  remains  the  Creator  and  Author 
of  all  li\'ing  organisms  just  as  truly  and  as  really  as  if  He  had 
created  them  all  at  once  in  their  different  species  and  genera. 
Indeed,  this  concept  of  creation  as  a  continuous  unfolding  and 
a  ceaseless  climbing  to  higher  and  higher  forms  of  life,  eternally 
marching  upward,  is  of  far  greater  grandeur  and  sublimity  than 
the  concept  of  creation  which  was  completed  in  the  instant  it 
was  begun  and  then  remained  static  and  unchanged  through- 
out all  time.  Far  then  from  lessening  the  creative  power  of 
God.  or  minimizing  the  need  of  His  presence  in  the  universe, 
evolution  exalts  His  power  and  renders  the  pageant  of  pro- 
gressive botanical  and  zoological  life  upon  this  planet  forever 
inexplicable  without  His  guiding  presence. 

In  causing  the  body  of  man  to  be  evolved  from  lower 
forms  of  animal  life  and  then  when  the  physical  organism 
had  attained  an  appropriate  stage  of  neurological  development 
and  brain  capacity,  infusing  into  it  a  spiritual  and  immaterial 
principle  called  the  human  soul.  God  remains  the  Creator 
just  as  trulv  as  if  He  had  caused  man  to  spring  forth  sud- 
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denly  full-blossomed  from  the  dust  of  the  earth.  Nor  is  there 
any  reason  to  feel  that  the  animal  origin  of  the  human  body 
disparages  the  dignity  of  man.  For  in  the  hierarchy  of  values^ 
living  creatures  certainly  rank  far  higher  than  the  dust  of  the 
earth.  Instead  then  of  lessening  the  dignity  of  man's  origin^ 
evolution  actually  exalts  it,  by  placing  it  far  above  the  mois^ 
tened  dust  or  mud  of  the  earth  to  living  creatures  endowed 
by  God  with  sentiency  and  a  form  of  intelligence.  Thus  when 
analyzed  and  viewed  in  the  calm  light  of  reason,  this  old 
sentimental  objection  to  evolution  is  seen  to  have  no  basis  in 
either  fact  or  reason. 

Use  of  Secondary  Causes 

Moreover,  evolution  fits  in  admirably  with  the  principle 
of  the  divine  utilization  of  secondary  causes  to  attain  a  pur- 
posed end — a  principle  generally  accepted  by  the  greatest 
theistic  thinkers.  In  simple  language  this  means  that  God  is 
not  to  be  conceived  as  constantly  interfering  with  the  laws 
and  processes  of  nature  to  attain  the  objectives  purposed  in 
the  divine  plan,  but  that  He  endows  nature  and  her  laws  with 
a  potency  and  direction  adequate  to  achieve  her  ends.  In 
accordance  with  this  principle,  the  concept  of  biological  evo- 
lution  on  our  earth  and  the  evolution  of  the  entire  universe 
into  a  harmonious  whole  under  the  reign  of  natural  laws  would 
admirably  reflect  the  unity,  power,  and  wisdom  of  the  Divine 
Being. 

St.  Thomas  Aquinas  gives  a  terse  but  lucid  statement  of 
this  principle  so  far-reaching  in  its  philosophical  consequences. 
'The  potency  of  a  cause  is  greater,  the  more  remote  the 
effects  to  which  it  extends."  Thus  a  billiard  player  who 
with  one  stroke  of  his  cue  knocks  the  fifteen  pool  balls  into 
their  pockets  displays  vastly  greater  power  and  skill  than  the 
player  who  requires  fifteen  separate  strokes  to  accomplish  the 
same  result.  The  great  theistic  philosopher  Suarez  expresses 
the  same  principle  when  he  says:  ^^God  does  not  interfere  di- 
rectly with  the  natural  order,  where  secondary  causes  suffice 
to  produce  the  intended  effect." 

20  Summa  c.  Gent.,  Ill,  C.  Ixxvii. 

21  De  opere  sex  dierum,  II,  C.  X.  n.  13. 
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In  commenting  upon  this  principle  so  clearly  enunciated 
by  St.  Thomas  Aquinas  and  Suarez,  the  great  modern  scien- 
tist and  philosopher,  Father  Erich  Wasmann,  declares:  ''In 
the  light  of  this  principle  of  the  Christian  interpretation  of 
nature,  the  history  of  the  animal  and  vegetable  kingdoms 
on  our  planet  is,  as  it  were,  a  versicle  in  a  volume  of  a  million 
pages  in  which  the  natural  development  of  the  cosmos  is 
described,  and  the  finger  of  God  is  evident  throughout/' 

The  continued  onward  sweep  of  science  has  pushed  farther 
back  the  frontier  of  knowledge,  and  with  each  enlargement 
of  the  horizon  has  come  a  new  and  a  more  enrapturing  vision 
of  the  Creator.  More  and  more  as  science  unravels  the  tangled 
skein  of  nature's  network  of  laws,  and  probes  deeper  and  deeper 
into  the  amazing  complexities  which  characterize  the  organ- 
ization of  living  matter  even  in  its  lowest  form,  does  the  human 
mind  catch  glimpses  of  the  workings  of  that  Supreme  Intel- 
ligence which  lies  behind  the  framework  of  the  material  uni- 
verse and  yet  permeates  its  every  particle  from  the  infinitesimal 
proton  to  the  largest  star  with  the  omnipresence  of  law. 

"No  Fear  of  Science" 

"Religion,"  declared  Pope  Pius  X,  "has  no  fear  of  sci- 
ence. Christianity  does  not  tremble  before  discussion,  but 
before  ignorance."  Thus  forcefully  and  eloquently  does  the 
Pontiff  express  the  mind  of  the  Church  that  no  mistake  could 
ever  be  more  disastrous  for  the  cause  of  religion  than  to 
oppose  the  continued  march  of  science  on  the  ground  that  it 
blurs  the  vision  of  God  and  tends  to  remove  Him  from  the 
universe.  On  the  contrary  the  free  and  untrammeled  prosecu- 
tion of  scientific  research,  resulting  in  continued  new  discov- 
eries, is  the  most  effective  stimulus  to  a  growing  knowledge 
of  God,  for  it  sketches  upon  the  canvas  of  the  universe  the 
lineaments  of  a  Supreme  Intelligence  that  not  only  transcends 
the  cosmos,  but  it  also  immanent  in  its  every  part. 

It  is  evident  then  that  evolution  presents  no  grounds  what- 
soever for  disquietude  or  doubt  as  to  God's  place  in  the  uni- 
verse. Far  from  taking  God  out  of  the  universe,  it  gives  us  a 
more  sublime  conception  of  God's  creative  act,  and  of  His 

22  Cath.  Ency.  article  on  Evolution,  Vol.  V,  p.  655. 
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superintending  providence  in  every  blade  of  grass,  in  every 
leaf  on  the  tree,  in  every  flower  that  grows,  in  every  nook 
and  corner  of  the  universe.  Furthermore,  it  will  be  remem- 
bered that  the  Bible  gives  no  revelation  concerning  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  science  but  reveals  only  spiritual  and  religious 
truths.  Thus  it  does  not  encroach  in  any  way  uix)n  the  free- 
dom and  autonomy  of  the  human  intellect  in  its  investiga- 
tion of  the  structure,  organization,  and  functioning  of  the 
material  universe  and  of  the  laws  which  are  embedded  alike 
in  the  grain  of  sand  and  in  the  most  distant  star..  Evolution 
may  well  serve  as  a  ladder  upon  which  the  student  of  nature 
climbs  to  secure  a  deeper  and  more  penetrating  insight  into 
the  creative  power  of  God  that  unfolds  itself  in  every  living 
creature  from  the  lowest  to  the  highest.^^ 

Charles  Darwin  tells  us  that  before  he  began  to  study  the 
secrets  of  nature  and  the  mysteries  that  lie  locked  up  in  the 
petals  of  a  rose,  the  words  of  Wordsworth  applied  to  him  as 
they  apply  to  most  people  today: 

A  primrose  by  the  river's  brim 
A  yellow  primrose  was  to  him 
And  it  was  nothing  more. 

Only  Rational  Explanation 

After  he  began  his  investigation  of  the  secrets  of  nature, 
he  found  it  a  veritable  fairyland  where  more  poetry,  romance 
and  adventure  were  woven  into  the  stamens  and  pistils  and 
petals  of  the  flowers  than  could  be  found  in  any  book  written 
by  human  hands.  He  saw,  as  every  student  of  nature  to  this 
day  sees,  the  picture  portrayed  in  lines  of  simple  beauty  by 
a  writer  of  our  own  day,  Augustus  Wright  Bornberger: 

There's  part  of  the  sun  in  an  apple, 
There's  part  of  the  moon  in  a  rose; 
There's  part  of  the  flaming  Pleiades 
In  every  leaf  that  grows. 


23  For  a  more  extensive  treatment  of  the  theistic  interpretation  of  nature,  see 
the  author's  Truths  Men  Live  By,  Macmillan  Co.,  N.  Y.,  1946,  $3.00. 
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I 

1.  Why  is  the  origin  of  man  a  question  of  such  deep  human 
interest? 

2.  Why  is  there  a  unity  to  all  truths? 

3.  What  is  the  purpose  of  the  discussion  of  the  theory  of 
evolution? 

4.  Discuss  the  roles  of  the  philosopher  and  of  the  scientist 
in  the  treatment  of  evolution. 

5.  What  are  questions  which  have  been  in  the  minds  of  think- 
ing people  for  the  past  century? 

6.  What  is  the  fundamental  meaning  of  evolution?    Give  an 
illustration. 

7.  What  is  the  meaning  of  Darwinism?  Of  Natural  Selection? 

8.  Can  evolution  be  demonstrated  mathematically?  Why? 

9.  What  evidence  does  paleontology  offer? 

10.   Why  have  the  old  estimates  as  to  the  age  of  the  earth  and 
of  life  upon  it  been  revised?  How? 

II 

1.  What  is  the  evidence  offered  by  comparative  anatomy? 

2.  What  is  meant  by  vestigial  structures? 

3.  How  many  such  structures  are  to  be  found  in  the  human 
body? 

4.  What  is   the  significance   attached   to   the  presence  of 
vestigial  structures  in  the  human  body? 

5.  What  evidence  does  embryology  offer? 

6.  What  is  the  biogenetic  law?    State  the  meaning  of  that  law 
in  simple  language. 

7.  What  is  the  significance  to  be  attached  to  the  embryological 
evidence  back  of  the  biogenetic  law? 

8.  What  does  Professor  Newman  say  concerning  the  embry- 
ology of  man? 

9.  What  is  meant  by  the  fossil  pedigree  of  man? 

10.  What  does  Professor  Conklin  say  in  regard  to  the  fossil 
races  of  man? 

11.  What  is  meant  by  Homo  Sapiens  and  when  did  he  probably 
appear? 

12.  When  did  the  Neanderthal  species  appear?  The  Heidelberg 
species?    The  Piltdown  species?   The  Java  man? 

13.  What  is  the  evidence  that  the  Hominidae  go  back  to  a 
great  antiquity? 
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III 

1.  Is  there  a  practically  unanimous  agreement  among 
scientists  that  the  evidence  points  to  a  transition  from 
subhuman  ancestry? 

2.  What  is  taxonomy?  Serology?  Geographic  distribution? 
Genetics? 

3.  The  basic  idea  of  evolution  was  first  proposed  by  whom? 
When? 

4.  Who  wrote  the  Origin  of  Species?  When? 

5.  What  connection  did  Thomas  H.  Huxley  have  with  the 
writings  of  Darwin? 

6.  Who  was  the  popularizer  of  Darwin's  writings  for  the 
German-speaking  world?  How  did  Haeckel  color  Darwin's 
views? 

7.  How  did  religious  leaders  react  to  the  theory  of  evolution? 
Why? 

8.  What  did  Gladstone  say  on  this  subject? 

9.  What  warning  did  the  Dean  of  Chichester  sound? 

10.   What  was  the  Scopes  trial  about?  What  was  the  reaction 
of  the  general  public  to  this  trial? 

IV 

1.  What  was  the  chief  mistake  made  by  many  of  the  spokes- 
men for  the  evolutionary  theory? 

2.  What  was  the  chief  mistake  made  by  the  religious  leaders 
in  this  controversy? 

3.  What  was  the  warning  sounded  by  St.  Augustine? 

4.  Is  his  warning  worth  heeding  today? 

5.  In  explaining  how  the  Bible  is  to  be  interpreted,  what  did 
St.  Augustine  say? 

6.  What  warning  had  Cardinal  Bellarmine  sounded  in  1616? 

7.  Is  the  Bible  to  be  regarded  as  a  textbook  of  natural 
science?  Why? 

8.  How  does  Genesis  relate  the  story  of  creation? 

9.  How  does  the  sacred  author  portray  the  creation  of  man? 

10.  What  comment  does  Father  Zahm  make  concerning  the 
account  given  in  Genesis? 

11.  What  does  Leo  XIII  say  concerning  the  interpretation  of 
Scripture? 

12.  What  observation  does  Dorlodot  make  concerning  the 
interpretation  of  Genesis? 

13.  What  is  the  outstanding  religious  truth  taught  in  Genesis? 
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1.  What  is  the  common  teaching  of  theologians  concerning 
the  origin  of  the  human  soul? 

2.  How  does  Dr.  Messenger  summarize  the  attitude  of  the 
Catholic  Church  concerning  the  evolution  of  the  body  of 
man? 

3.  What  comment  does  Monsignor  Hauber  make  on  this 
point? 

4.  Discuss  briefly  the  decision  of  the  Biblical  Commission 
and  tell  how  Dr.  Kehoe  interprets  that  decision. 

5.  What  observation  does  Bishop  Laminne  make  concerning 
the  decision  of  the  Biblical  Commission? 

6.  Does  one  holding  to  the  literal  interpretation  of  Genesis 
go  contrary  to  any  teaching  of  the  Christian  religion?  How 
do  scientists  construe  the  creative  power  of  God  to 
operate? 

7.  What  may  evolution  be  fittingly  described  as  God*s  method 
of  creating?  Why  does  that  viewpoint  make  so  wide  an 
appeal  to  educated  people? 

8.  What  does  Pere  de  Sinety,  S.J.,  say  concerning  the  evolu- 
tion of  the  human  body? 

9.  Why  is  the  question  one  of  anthropology  and  not  one  of 
exegesis? 

10.  What  is  the  observation  made  by  Father  Donat,  S.J.? 

11.  What  warning  does  Sir  Bertram  Windle  sound? 

12.  Name  four  Catholic  priests  who  are  outstanding  research 
scientists  in  evolution? 

13.  What  distinction  is  to  be  made  concerning  the  various 
Protestant  groups  and  their  respective  viewpoints  on 
evolution? 

14.  What  warning  did  Erasmus  sound? 


VI 

1.  How  does  Dorlodot  interpret  the  teaching  of  St.  Augustine 
concerning  God's  method  of  creation? 

2.  What  concept  does  St.  Augustine  repudiate? 

3.  What  is  meant  by  absolute  natural  evolution? 

4.  Present  the  viewpoint  of  St.  Augustine  on  this  subject? 

5.  What  viewpoint  concerning  evolution  prevailed  until  at 
least  the  8th  century?  How  did  that  viewpoint  come  to  be 
modified? 
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6.  State  how  the  developments  of  modern  science  deepen  our 
appreciation  of  St.  Augustine*s  magnificent  and  sublime 
interpretation  of  God*s  creative  activity? 

7.  What  was  the  joint  statement  upon  the  relations  of  science 
and  religion  issued  by  eminent  scientists? 

8.  Why  do  practically  all  scientists  regard  the  materialistic 
interpretation  of  life  as  unsatisfactory? 

9.  How  may  God  be  regarded  as  the  Creator  of  all  living 
organisms  even  if  evolution  be  admitted? 

10.  How  does  the  evolutionary  viewpoint  magnify  the 
grandeur  of  the  creative  power  of  God? 

11.  Why  may  God  be  said  to  be  the  Creator  of  man,  even 
though  it  is  admitted  that  his  body  was  evolved  from  lower 
forms  of  life? 

12.  Does  evolution  lessen  or  exalt  the  dignity  of  man's  origin? 
Give  reasons  for  your  answer. 


VII 

1.  What  is  meant  by  the  use  of  secondary  causes? 

2.  How  does  evolution  harmonize  with  the  principle  of  the 
divine  utilization  of  secondary  causes? 

3.  What  observation  does  St.  Thomas  make  on  this  subject? 
Illustrate  his  answer. 

4.  What  does  Suarez  say  concerning  the  use  of  secondary 
causes?  What  observation  does  Father  Wasmann  make  on 
this  subject? 

5.  Does  religion  entertain  any  fear  of  science?  Why? 

6.  How  do  new  discoveries  in  science  enhance  our  knowledge 
of  the  operations  of  God  in  nature? 

7.  Does  evolution  present  any  grounds  for  disquietude  as  to 
God*s  place  in  the  universe? 

8.  Evolution  serves  as  a  ladder  to  enable  one  to  secure  what 
insight? 

9.  Quote  the  poem  of  Wordsworth. 

10.  Recite  the  poem  of  Bornberger. 

11.  What  is  the  only  rational  explanation  of  the  universe? 

12.  What  observation  does  Lamarck  make  on  this  subject? 

13.  What  sublime  concept  does  evolution  give  us  concerning 
God's  method  of  operating? 

14.  Why  may  nature  be  said  to  be  a  vast  book  mirroring  the 
power  and  the  majesty  of  God? 
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